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Title  40 — Protection  of  the  Environment 

CHAPTER  I — ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION  AGENCY 

SUBCHAPTER  N— EFFLUENT  UMITATIONS 
AND  GUIDEUNES 

IFRL  637-5] 

PART  455— PESTICIDES  CHEMICALS  MAN¬ 
UFACTURING  POINT  SOURCE  CATEGORY 

Interim  Final  Rule  Making 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  effluent 
limitation  guidelines  for  existing  sources 
to  be  achieved  by  the  application  of  best 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  as  set  forth  in  interim  final 
form  below  are  promulgated  by  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA). 
The  regulaticm  set  forth  below  establishes 
Part  455 — pesticides  chemicals  manufac¬ 
turing  point  source  category  and  will  be 
applicable  to  existing  sources  for  the 
halogenated  organic  pesticides  subcate¬ 
gory  (Subpart  A) ;  the  organo-phospho- 
rous  pesticides  subcategory  (Subpart  B) ; 
the  organo-nitrogen  pesticides  subcate¬ 
gory  (Subpart  C) ;  the  metallo-organic 
pesticides  subcategory  (Subpart  D) ;  and 
the  pesticide  formulators  and  packagers 
subcategory  (Subpart  E)  of  the  pesticides 
chemicals  manufacturing  point  source 
category,  piursuant  to  sections  301  and 
304  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act.  as  amended  (33  UB.C.  1311, 
1314  and  86  Stat.  816  et  sea.;  PXi.  92- 
500)  (“the Act”). 

The  report  entitled  “Development  Doc¬ 
ument  for  Interim  Final  Effluent  Limita¬ 
tions  and  Guidelines  for  the  Pesticides 
(Chemicals  Manufacturing  Point  Source 
Category”  details  the  analysis  under¬ 
taken  in  support  of  the  interim  final  reg¬ 
ulations  set  forth  herein.  It  is  available 
for  inspection  in  the  EPA  Public  Infor¬ 
mation  Reference  Unit,  Room  2922  (EPA 
Library) ,  Waterside  Mall,  401  M  St.  SW.. 
Washington,  D.C.  20460,  at  all  EPA  re¬ 
gional  offices,  and  at  State  water  pollu¬ 
tion  control  offices.  A  supplementary 
analysis  prepared  for  EPA  of  the  pos¬ 
sible  economic  effects  of  the  regulation 
Is  also  available  for  inspection  at  these 
locations.  Copies  of  both  documents  are 
being  sent  to  persons  or  institutions  af¬ 
fected  by  the  proposed  regulation  or  who 
have  placed  themselves  on  a  mailing  list 
for  this  purpose  (see  EPA’s  Advance  No¬ 
tice  of  Public  Review  Procedures,  38  P.R. 
21202,  August  6,  1973).  An  additional 
limited  number  of  copies  of  both  reports 
are  available.  Persons  wishing  to  obtain 
a  copy  may  write  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency,  Effluent  Guidelines  Divi¬ 
sion,  Washington,  D.C.  20460,  Attention: 
Distribution  Officer,  WH-552. 

When  this  regulation  is  promulgated  in 
final  rather  than  interim  final  form,  re¬ 
vised  copies  of  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  will  be  available  from  the  Superin¬ 
tendent  of  Documents,  Government 
Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402. 
Copies  of  the  economic  analysis  docu¬ 
ment  will  be  available  through  the  Na¬ 
tional  Technical  Information  Service, 
Springfield,  VA  22151. 

Prior  to  this  publication,  many  agen¬ 
cies  and  groups  were  consulted  and  given 
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the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  these  limitation  guidelines. 
All  participating  agencies  have  been  in¬ 
formed  of  project  developments.  An  ini¬ 
tial  draft  of  the  Development  Document 
was  sent  to  all  participants  and  com¬ 
ments  were  solicited  on  that  report.  A 
summary  of  these  comments  and  the 
Agency’s  response  and  consideration  of 
these  is  contained  in  Appendix  C  to  this 
preamble. 

The  Agency  has  studied  the  economic 
and  inflationary  impact  of  these  regula¬ 
tions  and  has  made  the  following  esti¬ 
mates.  Of  the  128  pesticide  manufactur¬ 
ers  22  are  direct  dischargers.  Ten  of  these 
plants  currently  have  pollution  treat¬ 
ment  systems  installed  that  will  achieve 
the  effluent  limitations,  with  the  remain¬ 
ing  12  plants  incurring  some  additional 
treatment  costs.  The  total  investment  re¬ 
quired  to  meet  the  limitations  is  $33.2 
million  with  annual  costs  of  $10.2.  A  pre¬ 
liminary  estimate  of  the  economic  impact 
assumed  that  there  was  no  treatment 
systems  currently  installed  at  the  affect¬ 
ed  plants.  This  analysis  indicated  that 
the  majority  of  pesticides  would  have 
price  increases  of  less  than  2.2  percent. 

A  small  group  of  products  had  the  poten¬ 
tial  of  causing  a  plant  to  incur  treatment 
costs  of  up  to  18  percent  of  selling  price, 
that  could  cause  a  plant  to  severely  cur¬ 
tail  or  stop  production  of  these  products. 
This  analysis  was  followed  by  a  consid¬ 
eration  of  the  treatment  costs  likely  to 
be  incurred  at  the  individual  plants.  It 
was  determined  that  the  majority  of  di¬ 
rect  discharging  plants  had  treatment 
systems  in  place  or  will  need  to  install 
less  than  one  half  of  the  complete  treat¬ 
ment  system.  Only  a  few  plants  will  need 
to  install  most  of  the  system.  It  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  the  necessary  treatment 
system  will  be  installed  at  these  plants 
and  the  changes  in  price  or  production 
levels  of  most  products  would  be  insignif- 
cant.  For  those  few  plants  that  must 
install  a  fairly  large  portion  of  the  treat¬ 
ment  system  there  remains  the  potential 
for  substantial  price  increases  and  cur-> 
tailment  of  production  of  certain  low 
priced  pesticides.  The  aggregate  impact 
on  formulators  is  expected  to  be  small 
since  no  direct  dischargers  have  been 
Identified;  however,  the  analysis  haanot 
been  performed  for  the  individual  for¬ 
mulators. 

The  Agency  is  considering  the  exten¬ 
sion  of  coverage  of  effluent  limitation 
guidelines,  including  new  source  stand¬ 
ards  of  performance  and  other  existing 
source  regulations  for  segments  of  the 
industry  that  have  been  reserved  at  this 
time.  These  Include  the  s-triazine  type 
herbicide  compoimds  and  the  zinc,  man¬ 
ganese,  and  tin  metallo-organic  pesti¬ 
cides.  The  Agency  anticipates  that  the 
technical  and  economic  reviews  of  these 
aspects  of  the  Industry  will  be  completed 
soon,  and  that  propos^  amendments  will 
be  published  in  the  near  future. 

The  Agency  is  subject  to  an  order  of 
the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
District  of  Coliunbla  entered  in  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  v.  Train  et 
aL  (Cv.  No.  1609-73) ,  which  requires  the 


promulgation  of  regulations  for  this 
point  source  category.  This  order  also 
requires  that  such  regulations  become 
effective  Immediately  upon  publication. 

It  has  not  been  practicable  to  develop 
and  publish  regulations,  for  this  category 
"in  proposed  form,  to  provide  a  comment 
period,  and  to  m^e  revisions  within  the 
time  constrsdnts  imposed  by  the  court 
order  referred  to  above.  Accordingly,  the 
Agency  has  determined  pursuant  to  5 
use  $  553(b)  that  notice  and  comment 
on  the  inteito  final  regulations  would  be 
Impracticable  and  contrary  to  the  public 
Interest.  Good  cause  is  also  found  for 
these  regulations  to  become  effective  im¬ 
mediately  upon  publication. 

Interested  persons  are  encouraged  to 
submit,  written  comments.  Comments 
should  be  submitted  in  triplicate  to  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  401 
M  St.  S.W.,  Washington,  D.C.,  20460,  At¬ 
tention:  Distribution  Officer,  WH-552. 
Comments  on  all  aspects  of  the  regula¬ 
tion  are  solicited.  In  the  event  com¬ 
ments  are  in  the  nature  of  criticisms  as 
to  the  adequacy  of  data  available  or  re¬ 
lied  upon  by  the  Agency,  comments 
should  identify  and,  if  possible,  provide 
any  additional  data  which  may  be  avail¬ 
able.  They  also  should  Indicate  why  such 
data  warrant  amendment  or  modifica¬ 
tion  of  the  regulation.  In  the  event  com¬ 
ments  address  the  approach  taken  by 
the  Agency  in  establishing  an  effluent 
limitation  guideline,  EPA  solicits  sug¬ 
gestions  as  to  what  alternative  approach 
should  be  taken  and  why  this  alternative 
better  satisfies  the  detailed  requirements 
of  sections  301  and  304  of  the  Act. 

A  copy  of  all  public  comments  will  be 
available  for  inspection  and  copying  at 
the  EPA  Public  Information  Reference 
Unit,  Room  2922  (EPA  Library) ,  Water¬ 
side  MaU,  401  M  Street,  S.W.,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20460.  A  copy  of  preliminary 
draft  contractor  reports,  the  Develop¬ 
ment  Document  and  economic  study 
referred  to  above,  and  certain  supple- 
moitary  materials  supporting  the  study 
of  the  industry  concerned  will  also  be 
maintained  at  this  location  for  public  re¬ 
view  and  copying.  The  EPA  information 
regulation,  40  CFR  Part  2,  provides  that 
a  reasonable  fee  may  be  charged  for 
copying. 

All  comments  received  within  sixty 
days  of  publication  of  this  interim  final 
regulation  in  the  Federal  Register  will 
be  considered.  Steps  previously  taken  by 
the  Environmental  Protcetlon  Agency  to 
facilitate  public  response  within  this  time 
period  are  outlined  in  the  advance  notice 
concerning  public  review  procedures  pub¬ 
lished  on  August  6,  1973  (38  FR  21202). 
In  the  event  that  the  final  regulation  dif¬ 
fers  substantially  from  the  Interim  final 
regulation  set  forth  herein  the  Agency 
will  consider  petitions  for  reconsideration 
of  any  permits  Issued  in  accordance  \\1th 
these  interim  final  regulations. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  40 
CFR  Part  454  is  hereby  established  as  set 
forth  below. 

Dated:  October  18, 1976. 

John  Quarles, 
Acting  Administrator. 
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Sec. 

456  General  definitions. 

Subpart  K — Halosanated  Organic  Pastlddea 
Subcatagory 

455il0  Applicability:  description  of  the 
manufacture  of  halogenated  or¬ 
ganic  pesticides  subcategory. 

456.11  Specialized  definitions.  (Reserved) 
466.13  Effluent  limitations  and  guidelines 
representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able. 

Subpart  B— Ornno-Phosphorus  Pesticides 
^bcategory 

466.20  Applicability:  description  of  the 

manufacture  of  organo-phosphorus 
pesticides  subcategory. 

466.21  Specialized  definitions.  (Reserved] 

456.22  Effluent  limitations  and  guidelines 

representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able. 

Subpart  C — Organo-Nitrogen  Pesticides 
Subcategory 

466.30  Applicability:  description  of  the 

manufacture  of  organo-nltrogen 
pesticides  subcategory. 

456.31  Specialized  definitions.  [Reserved] 
465.3^  Effluent  limitations  and  guidelines 

representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  available. 

Subpart  D — Metallo-Organic  Pesticides 
Subcategory 

456.40  Applicability,  description  of  the 

manufacture  of  metallo-organlc 
pesticides  subcategory. 

465.41  Specialized  definitions.  [Reserved] 

456.42  Effluent  limitations  and  guidelines 

representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  avail¬ 
able. 

Subpart  E — Pesticide  Formulators  and  Packagers 
Subcategory 

455.50  Applicability:  description  of  the 

pesticide  formulators  and  pack¬ 
agers  subcategory. 

456.51  Specialized  definitions.  [Reserved] 
455.62  Effluent  limitations  and  guidelines 

representing  the  degree  of  effluent 
reduction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  currently  available. 

Authobitt:  Secs.  301  and  304,  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act,'  as  amended 
(33  UE.C.  1311,  1314,  86  Stat.  816  et.  seq.; 
Pub.  L.  92-600)  (“the  Act”) . 

§  455  General  definitions. 

As  used  in  this  part: 

(1)  “Pesticides”  means  any  substance 
or  mixture  of  substances  produced  for 
preventing,  destroying  or  repelling,  any 
animal  or  plant  pest. 

(2)  “Organic  pesticides”  means  car¬ 
bon-containing  substances  used  as  pesti¬ 
cides.  excluding  metallo-organic  com¬ 
pounds. 

(3)  “Metallo-organic  pesticides”  means 
a  class  of  organic  pesticides  containing 
one  or  more  metal  or  metalloid  atoms 
in  the  structure. 

(4)  “Total  pesticides”  means  the  sum 
of  aU  pesticides  manufactured  at  each 
facility  covered  by  this  part,  including 


any  pesticides  registered  with  the  Agency 
under  the  Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide 
and  Rodenticides  Act,  (FIFRA),  Public 
Law  92-516  as  amended  by  Public  Law 
94-140) .  whether  or  not  those  materials 
are  Intended  for  interstate  commerce. 

(5)  “Development  document”  means 
the  document  entitled  “Development 
Dociunent  for  Interim  Final  Effluent 
Limitation  and  Guidelines  for  the  Pesti¬ 
cide  Chemicals  Manufacturing  Point 
Source  Category”. 

(6)  “NH3-N”  means  ammonia  nitro¬ 
gen. 

(7)  Except  as  provided  in  this  regula¬ 
tion.  the  general  definitions,  abbrevia¬ 
tions  and  methods  of  analysis  set  forth 
in  Part  401  of  this  chapter  shall  apply 
to  this  part. 

Subpart  A — Halogenated  Organic 
Pesticides  Subcategory 

§455.10  Applicability;  description  of 
the  manufacture  of  halogenated  or¬ 
ganic  pesticides  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  halogenated  organic 
pesticides;  such  pesticides  Include  but 
are  not  limited  to  the  representation  In 
Section  X  of  the  development  document. 

§  455.11  [Reserved] 

§  455.12  Effluent  limitations  and  guide¬ 
lines  representing  tlie  degree  of  efflu¬ 
ent  reduction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  Industry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations  have 
not  been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
^imitations  should  be  adjusted  for  cer¬ 
tain  plants  in  this  Industry.  An  individual 
discharger  or  other  Interested  person 
may  submit  evidence  to  the  Regional 
Administrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the 
State  has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES 
permits)  that  factors  relating  to  the 
equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors  re¬ 
lated  to  such  discharger  are  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  from  the  f£u;tors  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  establishment  of  the  guide¬ 
lines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence  or 
other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  comiSared  to  those  spec¬ 
ified  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factors  are 
found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less  strin¬ 
gent  than  the  limitations  established 
herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by  such 
fimdamentally  different  factors.  Such 


limitations  must  be  approved  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agencr.  The  Administrator  may 
approve  or  disapprove  such  limitations, 
specify  other  limitations,  or  initiate  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  revise  these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
paragraph,  which  may  be  discharged 
from  the  manufacture  of  halogenated 
organic  pesticides  by  a  point  soirrce  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph 
after  application  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  available: 


Effluent  limitationa 

Effluent  Aveiuge  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  values  for  30 
any  1  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not 
exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,(XH>  kg  of  product) 
English  tmits  (pounds  per  ton  of  product) 


COD._ . 

.  . .  _  an.7  _ . 

21.2 

Rom  . 

i.va 

8.7 

TSS 

_ 9.0 . 

6.3 

..  onfMR 

0.0017 

7'otal  pesticides. 

...  0.0062 . 

0.0031 

pH. . 

range  6.0 

to9.a 

Subpart  B — Organo-Phosphorus  Pesticides 
Subcategory 

§  455.20  Applicability;  description  of 
the  manufacture  of  organo-phospho¬ 
rus  pesticides  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  organo-phosphorus  pesti¬ 
cides;  such  pesticides  include  but  are  not 
limited  to  the  representation  in  Section 
X  of  the  development  document. 

§  455.21  [Reserved] 

§  455.22  Effluent  limitations  and  guide¬ 
lines  representing  the  degree  of  efflu¬ 
ent  reduction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  Information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technol¬ 
ogy  available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry 
subcategorization  and  effluent  levels 
established.  It  is,  however,  possible  that 
data  which  would  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and,  as  a  result, 
these  limitations  should  be  adjusted  for 
certain  plants  in  this  Industry.  An  indi¬ 
vidual  discharger  or  other  interested 
person  may  submit  evidence  to  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State,  if 
the  State  has  the  authority  to  issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  relating  to 
the  equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors  re¬ 
lated  to  such  discharger  are  funda¬ 
mentally  different  from  the  factors  con¬ 
sidered  in  the  establishment  of  the 
guidelines.  (^  the  basis  of  such  evidence 
or  other  available  Information,  the  Re- 
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gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  c(xnpared  to  those  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factors  are 
found  to  exist,  the  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  efSuent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less  strin¬ 
gent  than  the  limitations  established 
herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by  such 
fundamentally  different  factors.  Such 
limitations  must  be  approved  by  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  of  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency.  The  Administrator  may 
approve  or  disapprove  such  limitations, 
specify  other  limitations,  or  Initiate  pro¬ 
ceedings  to  revise  these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by 
this  paragraph,  which  may  be  discharged 
from  the  manufacture  of  organo-phos- 
phorous  pesticides  by  a  point  source  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph 
after  application  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  available; 


Effluent  limitations 


Effluent  Averafte  of  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  for  valuee  (or  30 
any  1  day  consecutive  days 
shall  not 
exceed — 


Metric  units  (kllo^ms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 
English  milts  (iMunds  per  ton  of  product) 


nom  _ 

2.6 . 

1.6 

T88 . 

10.1 . 

7.0 

NH3-N . 

6.1 . 

4.4 

Total  pesticides _ 

0.0039 . 

a  0018 

pH . 

Within  the  . 

range  6.0 
toO.a 


Subpart  C — Organo-Nitrogen  Pesticides 
Subcategory 

§  455.30  Applicability;  description  of 
the  manufacture  of  organo-nitrogen 
pesticides  subcategory. 

TTie  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  organo-nitrogen  pesticides 
except  the  production  of  s-triazines  and 
their  derlviatives;  such  pesticides  in¬ 
clude  but  are  not  limited  to  the  represen- 
tatifm  in  Section  X  of  the  development 
document. 

§  455.31  [Reserved] 

§  455.32  Eflluent  limitations  and  guide¬ 
lines  representing  the  degree  of  efflu¬ 
ent  reduetion  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  control 
tcH'hnology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section.  EPA  took  into  ac¬ 
count  all  information  it  was  able  to  col¬ 
lect.  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant, 
raw  materials,  manufactu^g  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technology 
available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 


lished.  It  is,  homever,  possible  that  data 
which  woidd  affect  these  limitations 
have  not  been  available  and.  as  a  result, 
these  limitations  should  be  adjusted  for 
certain  plants  in  this  Industry.  An  In¬ 
dividual  discharger  or  other  interested 
person  may  submit  evidence  to  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  to  the  State, 
if  the  State  has  the  auttiority  to  issue 
NPDES  permits)  that  factors  rdating 
to  the  equipm^t  or  facilities  involved, 
the  process  applied,  or  other  such  fac¬ 
tors  related  to  such  discharger  are  fim- 
damentally  different  from  the  factors 
considered  in  the  establishment  of  the 
guidelines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence 
or  other  available  Information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  cmnpared  to  those  speci¬ 
fied  in  the  Development  Docmnent.  If 
such  fundamentally  different  factors  are 
foimd  to  exist,  the  Regional  Administra¬ 
tor  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less 
stringent  than  the  limitations  estab¬ 
lished  herein,  to  the  extent  dictated 
by  such  fimdamentally  different  factors. 
Such  limitations  must  be  approved  by  the 
Administrator  of  the  Environmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Administrator 
may  approve  or  disapprove  such  limita¬ 
tions,  specify  other  limitations,  or  Initi¬ 
ate  proceedings  to  revise  these  regula¬ 
tions. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by 
this  paragraph,  which  may  be  discharged 
from  the  manufacture  of  organo-nitro¬ 
gen  pesticides  by  a  point  source  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph  after 
application  of  the  best  practicable  con¬ 
trol  technology  curroitly  available: 


Effluent  limitatloiia 


Effluent  Average  ot  daily 

characteristic  Maximum  (or  valuM  lor  30 
any  1  day  eonaecntive  days 
shall  not 
exceed— 


Metric  units  (kilograms  per  1,000  kg  of  product) 
English  units  G>(>un<b  per  ton  of  product) 


COD . 

21.1 

BOD6 . 

16.1 . 

8.6 

T88  . 

13.6 . 

9.6 

NHS-N . . 

6.7 . . 

4.9 

Total  pesticldee _ 

oH_ . — 

0.016. . . 

Within  the 

aooTi 

range  0.0 
to  9.0. 


Subpart  D — Metallo-Organic  Pesticides 
Subcategory 

§  455.40  Applicability;  description  of 
the  man^acture  of  metallo-organic 
pesticides  aubcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpart  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  from  the 
production  of  metallo-organic  pesticides 
containing  mercury,  cadmium,  arsenic 
or  copper;  such  pesticides  include  but 
are  not  limited  to  the  representation  in 
Section  X  of  the  development  doctiment. 


§  455.41  [Reserved] 

§  455.42  Effluent  limitations  and  guide-  j 
lines  representing  the  degree  of  efflu¬ 
ent  reduction  attainable  by  the  appli-  I 
caticm  of  the  beat  practicable  control  '> 

technology  currently  available.  i 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set 
forth  in  this  section,  EIPA  took  Into  ac¬ 
count  aU  Information  it  was  able  to  col-  j 
lect,  develop  and  solicit  with  respect  to  1 
factors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  ' 
raw  materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatment  technol-  i 

ogy  available,  energy  requirements  and  ^ 

costs)  whicdi  can  affect  the  industry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  effluent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  would  affect  these  limitations  have 
not  been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adjusted  for  cer¬ 
tain  plants  in  Uiis  Industry.  An  individ¬ 
ual  discharger  or  other  interested  per¬ 
son  may  submit  evidence  to' the  Regional 
Administrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the 
State  has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES 
permits)  that  factors  relating  to  the 
equipment  or  facilities  involved,  the 
process  applied,  or  other  such  factors  re¬ 
lated  to  such  discharger  are  fundamen¬ 
tally  different  from  the  factm^  consid¬ 
ered  in  the  establishment  of  the  guide¬ 
lines.  On  the  basis  of  such  evidence  or 
other  available  information,  the  Re¬ 
gional  Administrator  (or  the  State)  will 
make  a  written  finding  that  such  factors 
are  or  are  not  fundamentally  different 
for  that  facility  compared  to  those  spec¬ 
ified  in  the  Development  Document.  If 
such  fimdamentally  differmit  factors  are 
found  to  exist.  The  Regional  Adminis¬ 
trator  or  the  State  shall  establish  for  the 
discharger  effluent  limitations  in  the 
NPDES  permit  either  more  or  less 
stringent  than  the  limitations  estab¬ 
lished  herein,  to  the  extent  dictated  by 
such  fundamentally  different  factors. 
Such  limitations  must  be  approved  by 
the  Administrator  of  the  Ekivironmental 
Protection  Agency.  The  Adminstrator 
may  approve  or  disapprove  such  limita¬ 
tions,  specify  other  limitations,  or  initi¬ 
ate  proceedngs  to  revise  these  regula¬ 
tions. 

(a)  'Die  following  limitations  estab¬ 
lish  the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants 
or  pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
paragraph,  which  may  be  discharged 
frmn  the  manufacture  of  metallo-or¬ 
ganic  pesticides  by  a  point  source  sub¬ 
ject  to  the  provisions  of  this  paragraph 
after  application  of  the  best  practicable 
control  technology  currently  available: 
There  shall  be  no  discharge  of  process 
wastewater  pollutants  to  navigable 
waters. 

Subpart  E — Pesticide  Formulators  and 
Packagers  Subcategory 

§  455.50  Applicability;  descriptiun  of 
the  pesticide  formulators  and  pack¬ 
agers  subcategory. 

The  provisions  of  this  subpckrt  are  ap¬ 
plicable  to  discharges  resulting  frmn  the 
pesticide  formulators  and  packagers; 
such  pesticides  Include  but  are  not 
limited  to  the  representation  in  Section 
X  of  the  developmoit  document. 


FCOERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  41,  NO.  211— MONDAY,  NOVEMBER  1,  1976 


§  455.51  [Reserved] 

§  455.52  Effluent  limitations  and  guides 
lines  representing  the  degree  of  efflu¬ 
ent  reduction  attainable  by  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  the  best  practicable  control 
technology  currently  available. 

In  establishing  the  limitations  set  forth 
in  this  section,  to(^  into  account  all 
information  it  was  able  to  collect,  de¬ 
velop  and  solicit  with  respect  to  fac¬ 
tors  (such  as  age  and  size  of  plant,  raw 
materials,  manufacturing  processes, 
products  produced,  treatanent  technology- 
available,  energy  requirements  and 
costs)  which  can  affect  the  industry  sub¬ 
categorization  and  efiSuent  levels  estab¬ 
lished.  It  is,  however,  possible  that  data 
which  wovild  affect  these  limitations  have 
not  been  available  and,  as  a  result,  these 
limitations  should  be  adj  listed  for  certain 
plants  in  this  industry.  An  individual 
discharger  or  other  interested  person 
may  submit  evidence  to  the  Regional  Ad¬ 
ministrator  (or  to  the  State,  if  the  State 
has  the  authority  to  issue  NPDES  per¬ 
mits)  that  factors  relating  to  the  equip¬ 
ment  or  facilities  involved,  the  process 
applied,  or  other  such  factors  related  to 
such  di^harger  are  fundamentally  dif¬ 
ferent  fr(Hn  the  factors  considered  in  the 
establishment  of  the  guidelines.  On  the 
basis  of  such  evidence  or  other  available 
information,  the  Regional  Administrator 
(or  the  State)  will  make  a  written  find¬ 
ing  that  such  factors  are  or  are  not 
fimdamentally  different  for  that  facility 
compared  to  those  specific  in  the  Devel¬ 
opment  Document.  If  such  fundament¬ 
ally  different  factors  are  found  to  exist, 
the  Regional  Administrator  or  the  S^te 
shall  establish  for  the  discharger  efSuent 
limitations  in  the  NPDES  permit  either 
more  or  less  stringent  than  the  limita¬ 
tions  establMied  herein,  to  the  extent 
dictated  by  such  fundamentally  different 
factors.  Such  limitations  must  be  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Administrator  of  the  En¬ 
vironmental  Protection  Agency.  The  Ad¬ 
ministrator  may  approve  or  disapprove 
such  limitations,  specify  other  limita¬ 
tions,  or  initiate  proceedings  to  revise 
these  regulations. 

(a)  The  following  limitations  establish 
the  quantity  or  quality  of  pollutants  or 
pollutant  properties,  controlled  by  this 
paragraph,  which  may  be  discharged 
from  the  manufacture  of  products  from 
pesticide  formulators  and  packagers  by  a 
point  source  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
this  paragraoh  after  application  of  the 
best  practicable  control  technology  cur¬ 
rently  available:  There  shall  be  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  process  wastewater  pollutants 
to  navigable  waters. 

Appendix  A 

LEGAL  AUTHOBITT 

( 1 )  Existing  point  sovtrees. 

Section  301(b)  of  the  Act  requires  the 
achievement  by  not  later  than  July  1,  1977, 
of  effluent  limitations  for  point  sources, 
other  than  publicly  owned  treatment  works, 
which  require  the  application  of  the  beet 
practicable  control  technology  currently 
available  as  defined  by  the  Administrator 
pursuant  to  section  S04(b)  of  the  Act. 

Section  304(b)  of  the  Act  requires  the  Ad¬ 
ministrate  to  publish  regulations  providing 
guidelines  for  effluent  limitations  setting 
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forth  the  degree  of  effluent  reductions  at¬ 
tainable  through  the  ^plication  of  the  best 
practicable  control  technedogy  currently 
available.  The  regulation  herein  sets  feth 
effluent  limitations  and' guidelines,  pursuant 
to  sections  301  and  304(b)  of  the  Act.  for  the 
halogenated  organic  pesticides  subcategory 
(Subpart  A) ;  the  organ-ophosphen-ous  pesti¬ 
cides  subcategory  (Subpart  B);  the  orgeuxo- 
nitrogen  pesticides  subcategory  (Subpart  C) ; 
the  metallo-organic  pesticides  subcategc^ 
(Subpart  D);  and  the  pesticide  fdrmvilators 
and  packagers  subcategory  (Subpart  E)  of 
the  pesticides  chemicals  manufacturing 
point  source  category. 

Section  304(c)  of  the  Act  requires  the  Ad¬ 
ministrator  to  issue  to  the  States  and  appro¬ 
priate  water  iiollution  control  agencies  in¬ 
formation  on  the  processes,  procedures  or 
operating  methods  which  result  In  the  elim¬ 
ination  or  reduction  of  the  discharge  of 
pollutants  to  Implement  standards  of  per¬ 
formance  under  section  306  of  the  Act.  The 
report  or  “Development  Document”  referred 
to  below  provides,  pursuant  to  section  304(c) 
of  the  Act,  Information  on  such  processes, 
procedures  or  operating  methods. 

Appendix  B 

TECHNICAL  SUMMABT  AND  BASIS  FOB 

BEGULATIONS 

This  Appendix  summarizes  the  basis  of  In¬ 
terim  final  effluent  limitations  and  guidelines 
for  existing  sources. 

(1)  General  methodology. 

The  effluent  limitation  guidelines  set  forth 
herein  were  developed  In  the  following  man¬ 
ner.  The  point  source  categwy  was  first  stud¬ 
ied  for  the  purpose  of  determining  whether 
separate  limitations  are  appropriate  for  dif¬ 
ferent  segments  within  the  category.  This 
analysis  Included  a  determination  of  whether 
differences  in  raw  material  used,  product  pro¬ 
duced,  manufacturing  process  employed,  age, 
size,  wastewater  constituents  and  other  fac¬ 
tors  require  development  of  separate  limita¬ 
tions  for  different  segments  of  the  point 
source  category.  The  raw  waste  characteris¬ 
tics  for  each  such  segment  were  then  Identi¬ 
fied.  This  included  an  analysis  of  the  source, 
fiow  and  volume  of  water  used  In  the  process 
employed,  the  sources  of  waste  and  waste- 
waters  in  the  operation  and  the  constituents 
of  all  wastewaters.  The  constituents  of  the 
wastewaters  which  should  be  subject  to  efflu¬ 
ent  limitations  were  identified. 

The  existing  control  and  treatment  tech¬ 
nologies  within  each  segment  were  examined. 
This  included  an  identification  of  each  dis¬ 
tinct  control  and  treatment  technology,  in¬ 
cluding  both  in-plant  and  end -of -process 
technologies,  which  exists  or  is  capable  of 
being  designed  for  each  segment.  It  also  in¬ 
cluded  an  identification  of,  in  terms  of  the 
amount  of  constituents  and  the  chemical, 
physical,  and  biological  characteristics  of 
pollutants,  the  effluent  level  resulting  from 
the  application  of  each  of  the  technologies. 
The  problems  with  each  treatment  and  con¬ 
trol  technology  also  were  noted.  In  addition, 
the  nonwater  quality  environmental  impact, 
such  as  the  effects  of  the  application  of  these 
technologies  upon  other  pollution  problems, 
including  air  and  solid  waste,  were  examined. 
The  general  environmental  benefits  which 
will  accrue  as  a  result  of  publication  of  these 
regulations  were  also  considered.  The  energy 
requirements  of  each  control  and  treatment 
technology  were  determined  as  well  as  the 
cost  of  the  application  of  such  technologies. 

The  Information  outlined  above  was  then 
evaluated  In  order  to  determine  what  levels 
of  technology  constitute  the  "best  practi¬ 
cable  contrifi  technology  currently  available.” 
In  Identifying  such  technologies,  various 
factors  were  considered.  These  Included  the 
total  cost  of  application  of  technology  in 
relation  to  the  effluent  reduction  benefits  to 


48091 

be  achieved  from  such  application,  the  age 
equipment  and  facilities  involved,  the  proc- 
ess  employed,  the  engineering  aspiects  of  the 
application  of  various  typ>es  of  control  tech¬ 
niques,  process  changes,  nonwater  quality 
environmental  impact  (Including  energy  re¬ 
quirements)  and  other  factors. 

It  should  be  emphasized  that  the  Agency 
Intends,  in  the  near  future,  to  issue  addi¬ 
tional  regulations  for  this  Industry.  These 
regulations  will  Include  advMioed  technology 
and  will  result  in  substantial  further  reduc¬ 
tion  in  piollutants  discharged  by  this  pioint 
source  categc»:y.  Such  technology  as  mem¬ 
brane  systems,  ultra  filtration,  sorption  sys¬ 
tems  and  in-process  control  will  result  in 
further  progress  toward  the  goal  of  no  dis¬ 
charge  of  waste  water  piollutants.  These  sys¬ 
tems  were  not  extensively  used  in  this  regula¬ 
tion,  but  may  be  required  as  add-on  systeoaa 
in  the  future. 

The  data  upon  which  the  above  analysis 
was  pierformed  Included  EPA  permit  applica¬ 
tions,  EPA  sampling  and  inspections,  con¬ 
sultant  repKtrts,  and  industry  submissions. 

(2)  Summary  of  conclusions  with  respject 
to  the  pjesticides  chemicals  manufacturing 
p>olnt  source  category. 

(1)  Categorization. 

For  the  purpiose  of  establishing  effluent 
limitations  and  guidelines  the  piestlcldes 
chemicals  manufacturing  point  source  cate¬ 
gory  was  divided  into  five  subcategories.  Fac- 
tc»s  such  as  ityp>e  of  product,  raw  waste  loads, 
water  requirements,  typie  of  manufacturing 
processing,  treatability  of  wastewaters,  and 
others  were  used  to  establish  effluent  limita¬ 
tion  guidelines  for  each  of  the  spiedfic  sub- 
ootegories.  In  general,  the  most  significant 
contributing  factors  were  manufacturing  <p- 
erations  and  treatability  of  wastewater  based 
on  production  volume  and  specific  water 
requirements. 

Hence,  this  broad  base  subcategorization 
scheme  simplifies  the  application  of  effluent 
limitation  guidelines  for  a  complex  mix  of 
production  activity  and  a  large  number  of 
selected  chemical  groupings.  These  categories 
reflect  differences  in  the  character,  the  vol¬ 
ume,  and  the  treatability  of  wastewater 
streams  due  to  manufacturing  process  vari¬ 
ables  related  to  each  grouping  of  chemicals. 

(li)  Waste  characteristics. 

The  known  significant  wastewater  pollut¬ 
ants  and  pollutant  properties  resulting  from 
the  pesticides  chemicals  manufacturing  in¬ 
clude  pH,  total  suspended  solids,  BODS,  COD, 
TOC,  TSS,  phenol,  ammonia  nitrogen,  metals, 
and  pesticides. 

(iii)  Origin  of  wastewater  pollutants. 

Sources  of  wastewater  pollutants  from 
pesticides  chemicals  manufacturing  Include 
aqueous  wastes  from  reactors,  filtration  sys¬ 
tems,  decanting  systems,  distillation,  vac¬ 
uum  exhaust  scrubbers,  stripping  systems, 
caustic  scrubbers,  process  equipment  clean¬ 
outs,  production  area  washdowns,  refining 
area  washdowns,  formulation  equipment 
cleanup,  and  spill  washdowns. 

Effluent  limitations  for  the  pesticides 
chemicals  manufacturing  category  pertain  to 
wastewaters  from  process  operations.  Proc¬ 
ess  wastewater  pollutants  were  found  to  be 
proportional  to  the  level  of  production.  It 
was  therefore  possible  to  establish  limitations 
on  the  basis  of  production.  Other  pollutant 
sources  within  pesticides  chemicals  manu¬ 
facturing  plans  such  as  all  utilities,  labs, 
terminals  and  others  are  generally  not  re¬ 
lated  to  production. 

(Iv)  Treatment  and  control  technology. 

Wastewater  treatment  and  control  tech¬ 
nologies  have  been  studied  for  each  sub¬ 
category  of  this  Industry  to  determine  what 
is  the  best  practicable  oontrefi  technology 
currently  available. 

The  treatment  models  recommended  to 
attain  the  levels  of  treatment  technology 
required  are: 
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BPT  Tbchnologt  Lcvxl — ^EnD'OT-Pzpe 

TKBATKKMT  IfCMIBI. 

STJBCATEGOBT  A 

Incinention  ot  stroog  organic  vaatcs.  a«n- 
«ral  piQoeaB  wastewater  la  neutraUaed  mmi 
combined  with  Inctneratcr  aenibber  wataca, 
paiwed  throiis^  an  oil-water  separator, 
equalized,  filtered,  detoxified  bf  carbon  aocp- 
tlon.  and  treated  bjr  blcdogloal  treatment  and 
clarification.  The  solids  from  the  clarifier  go 
to  a  sludge  thickener,  followed  by  aerobic 
digestion  and  vacuum  filtration  before  going 
to  an  acceptable  scflids  disposal  system. 

STTBCATEGOXT  B 

Concenlmted  ammonia  wastes  go  to  an 
ammonia  stripper  for  ammonia  recycle. 
Strong  organic  wastes  are  Incinerated.  Oen- 
eral  process  wastewater  goes  to  an  oil-water 
separator,  followed  by  hydrolysis  detoxifica¬ 
tion  omnblnatlon  ot  the  arastewaters  Into  a 
neutralization  basin  befc«e  equalization,  bio¬ 
logical  treatment  and  clarification.  The  clari¬ 
fier  s<^ds  are  thickened,  vacuum  filtered  and 
sent  to  an  acceptable  solids  disposal. 

ST7BCATECOBT  C 

Same  a.s  subcategory  B  above. 

STTBCATEGOXY  O 

No  discharge  of  process  wastewater  pol¬ 
lutants-existing  In-plant  arastewater  han¬ 
dling  procedures  are  acceptable  and  already 
attain  no  discharge. 

8UBCATECORT  E 

No  discharge  of  process  wastewater  pol¬ 
lutants— existing  evaporatkm  systems  and/or 
i4>proved  land  dlspo^  systems  are  acoepta- 
ble  to  handle  the  minimal  wastes  produced 
by  exemplary  <^>eratUni8. 

The  following  discussion  of  treatment 
technology  provides  the  basis  for  the  effluent 
limitations  guidelines.  Ihla  discussion  does 
not  preclude  the  selection  of  other  waste¬ 
water  treatment  alternatives  which  provide 
equivalent  or  betto*  levels  of  treatment. 

Good  In-process  control  Is  a  significant 
pollution  abatement  technique  with  respect 
to  all  products  produced  In  the  pesticides 
chemicals  manufacturing  categcxr.  Prac¬ 
tices  such  as  minimizaticm  and  containment 
of  spills  and  leaks,  segregation  of  waste 
streams,  monitoring  process  wastewater,  wa¬ 
ter  conservation  and  reuse,  wastewater  equal¬ 
ization  and  good  hotiaekeeplng,  and  equip¬ 
ment  maintenance  are  necessary  to  eliminate 
or  reduce  the  volume  of  process  wastewater 
requiring  treatment. 

If  thermal  processing  (incineration)  Is  the 
choice  for  dl^>osal,  provisions  must  be  made 
to  ensxire  against  entry  of  hazardous  pol¬ 
lutants  Into  the  atmosphere.  Consideration 
should  also  be  given  to  recovery  of  materials 
of  value  In  the  wastes. 

For  those  waste  materials  considered  to  be 
non-hazardous,  where  land  disposal  is  the 
choice  for  dl^osal,  proper  sanitary  landfill 
technology  must  be  followed.  The  principles 
set  forth  In  the  BPA’s  lAnd  Disposal  of  Solid 
Wastes  Guidelines,  40  CFH  Part  241,  may  be 
used  as  guidance  for  acceptable  land  dis¬ 
posal  techniques. 

Best  practicable  control  technology  as 
known  today  requires  disposal  of  the  p(d- 
lutants  removed  from  wastewaters  In  this 
industry  In  the  form  of  solid  wastes  and 
liquid  concentrates.  Some  of  these  waste  con¬ 
stituents  are  hazardous  and  may  require 
special  consideration.  In  order  to  ensure  long¬ 
term  protection  of  the  environment.  AH  land¬ 
fill  sites  where  such  hazardous  wastes  are 
disposed  should  be  selected  so  as  to  prevent 
migration  of  these  contaminants  to  ground 
or  surface  waters.  In  cases  where  geologic 
conditions  may  not  reasonably  assure  this, 
adequate  mechanical  precautions  (eg;..  Im¬ 


pervious  liners)  sboold  be  taken  to  ensure 
long-term  protactloii  to  the  environment 
tram  hazardoos  mateiiala.  Where  apprc^- 
ate.  the  locative  of  aoMd  haaanlous  materials 
disposal  sites  should  be  permanently  recorded 
In  the  appropriate  oOm  of  legal  Juzisdletlaa. 
Information  received  during  this  investiga¬ 
tion  indicates  that  greater  than  90  percent 
of  certain  halogenated  organic  pesticides  that 
are  released  Into  activated  sludge  plants  are 
removed  by  sorption  onto  the  stodge.  There 
are  Indications  that  the  pesticides  are  not 
substcmtlally  biooxldlBed  and  are  released 
back  to  the  plant  In  the  supernatant  liquid 
from  sludge  dlgestors.  This  recycle  may  give 
rise  to  pesticide  bufldup  and  subsequent 
treatment  plant  failure  allowing  untreated 
pass  through  of  the  pesticides  If  adequate 
pretreatment  is  not  In  service  as  described 
in  the  model  technology. 

(v)  C!ost  estimates  for  control  of  waste- 
water  pollutants. 

Capital  and  annual  costs  were  computed 
for  each  subcategory  on  the  basis  of  the  cost 
per  1,000  pounds  of  production.  Due  to  the 
complexity  and  degree  of  integration  in  this 
industry  some  simplifying  assumptions  were 
made  In  order  to  determine  costs  on  a  prod¬ 
uct-by-product  basis.  The^  assumptions 
were: 

(1)  That  each  facility  In  a  subcategory  is  a 
discrete  plant  whose  process  wastewater  is 
treated  in  a  single  end-of-process  waste 
treatment  system. 

(2)  That  all  wastewaters  are  treated  by  the 
model  end-of-process  treatment  system  re¬ 
gardless  of  the  existence  of  less  expensive  and 
more  efficient  alternate  disposal  techniques 
and  In-process  changes  which  may  be  made. 

(3)  The  effluent  discharged  is  relatively 
independent  of  the  product  manufactured 
within  a  subcategory. 

Disposal  methods  such  as  incineration  or 
like  processes  are  commonly  used  for  disposal 
of  hl^ily  concentrated  and  difficult  wastes. 
In  any  specific  case,  the  manufacturer  can 
best  determine  the  most  attractive  economic 
alternatives  tor  In-process  controls  and  end- 
of-process  treatment  which  will  meet  the 
limitations  required. 

Cost  Information  was  obtained  directly 
from  Industry,  from  engineering  firms,  equip¬ 
ment  suppliers,  government  sources,  and 
available  literature.  Costs  are  based  on  actual 
Industrial  Installations  or  engineering  esti¬ 
mates  for  projected  facilities  as  supplied  by 
contributing  companies.  In  the  absence  of 
such  information,  cost  estimates  have  been 
devel(^>ed  from  either  plant-supplied  costs 
for  similar  waste  treatment  installations  at 
plants  making  other  similar  chemicals  or 
general  cost  estimates  for  treatment  tech¬ 
nology. 

(vl)  Potential  benefits  to  be  achieved. 

The  point  sources  In  this  category  dis¬ 
charge  a  varied  of  pollutants  which  can  seri¬ 
ously  degrade  water  qufdity  and  are  potential 
or  known  carcinogenic,  oncogenic,  mutagenic 
or  teratogenic  compounds.  It  is  estimated 
that  the  volume  of  wastewaters  which  result 
from  operations  within  this  category  amount 
to  19  billion  gallons  each  year.  Besides  dis¬ 
charging  materials  which  reduce  the  oxygen 
In  receiving  waters  as  a  result  of  biolo^cal 
or  chemical  reactions,  substances  such  as 
phenols,  phosphorus,  and  oil  and  grease  are 
released.  Phenols  have  been  Identified  as 
having  serious  human  health  Implications 
at  low  levels.  Oil  and  grease  can  cause  taste 
and  odor  problems,  and  are  extremely  toxic 
to  freshwater  fish.  Phosphorus  Is  perhaps  the 
greatest  causing  of  premature  aging  of  water 
bodies  known  as  eutrophication.  In  small 
quantities  It  can  stimulate  plant  growth  to 
the  nuisance  level.  '  * 

Pesticides  by  definition  are  designed  to  kill 
or  repel  ‘‘target  organisms’*,  which  may  be 
plant  or  animal,  but.  Increasingly,  It  has 


been  found  that  pesticides  are  toxic  to  plants 
and  animals  other  than  those  for  which  they 
are  used.  The  problem  Is,  c(  course,  particu¬ 
larly  worrisoine  as  tt  relates  to  life, 

and  especlany  man.  Since  tbo  end  of  World 
War  n,  thoe  has  been  a  dramatic  Increase 
in  the  discovery  and  use  of  cheiri<r!a.i  pesti¬ 
cides.  Research  has  also  disclosed  that  many 
of  these  pesticides,  particularly  ergano- 
halogen  pe^dtes,  degrade  only  very  slowly, 
and  have  alSnlty  for  concentration  in  oils 
and  fat.  Including  human  tissue.  Recently  It 
has  been  determined  that  some  otgano- 
halogens  are  present  In  aquatic  autmaia  in 
the  Arctic  and  Antarctic..  Tests  with  mice 
and  rats  and  other  mammals  have  shown 
that  some  of  the  more  widely  used  organo- 
haiogens  have  caused  tiimors,  and  several  of 
these  pesticides  are  detected  frequently' In 
meat  and  milk  sold  for  human  coiisumptlon, 
and  in  mothers’  milk.' 

Of  course,  much  of  the  pesticide  pollution  - 
of  the  world's  waters  results  from  runoff  from 
agricultural  areas.  These  are  non-point 
sources  and  not  subject  to  the  effluent  limita¬ 
tion  guidelines  published  today,  but  the  point 
sources  also  contribute  to  the  pollution.  The 
most  recent  publicized  example  of  the  latter 
form  of  pollution  Is  the  widespread  contami¬ 
nation  of  several  species  of  aquatic  life  In 
Chesapeake  Bay  from  the  chemical  known  as 
kepone.  If  kepone  were  to  be  produced  again, 
the  regulations  published  today  would  have 
placed  limitations  on  kepone  releases  far 
more  stringent  than  those  that  were  appli¬ 
cable  when  the  contamination  was  occurring. 
While  these  regulations  obviotisly  will  not 
avoid  the  environmental  degradation  which 
has  already  resulted -from  endrin,  k^>one, 
al<^ln/dieldrln,  DDT,  toxaphene,  and  other 
notable  pesticide  pollution  examples,  it  will 
Impede  discharges  of  the  thousands  of  other 
pesticides;  it  may  welH  avoid  recurrences  of 
the  more  infamous  pollution  episodes,  and-tt 
will  reduce  the  day-to-day  release  Into  the 
aquatic  environment  (and  human  food 
chain)  of  manmade  chemicals. 

While  the  technology  used  to  determine 
achievable  pollution  reduction  for  this  cate¬ 
gory  does  not  directly  address  the  above 
named  toxic  pollutants  and  others  present  in 
the  waste  stream.  It  is  well  known  that  use 

this  technology  will  bring  about  general 
reduction  of  the  level  of  these  toxicants  In 
the  waste  streams.  The  benefits  to  be  achieved 
by  compliance  with  these  regulations  are 
especially  noteworthy  In  view  of  the  relative 
ease  with  which  the  pollution  reduction  can 
be  achieved. 

(vil)  Energy  requirements  and  non  water 
quality  environmental  Impacts. 

The  major  nonwater  quality  consideration 
which  may  be  associated  with  in-process  con¬ 
trol  measures  is  the  use  of  alternative  means 
of  ultimate  disposal.  As  the  process  raw 
waste  load  (RWI.)  Is  reduced  in  volume  al¬ 
ternate  dlspossd  techniques  become  more  at¬ 
tractive.  Recent  regulations  are  tending  to 
limit  the  use  of  ocean  discharge  and  deep- 
well  injection  because  of  the  potential  long¬ 
term  detrimental  effects  associated  with 
these  disposal  procedures.  Incineration  is 
a  viable  alternative  for  concentrated  waste 
streams.  Associated  air  pollution  and  the 
need  for  auxiliary  fuel,  depending  on  the 
heating  value  of  the  waste,  are  considerations 
which  must  be  evaluated  on  an  individual 
basis  for  each  use. 

Other  nonwater  quality  aspects,  such  as 
noise  levels,  will  not  be  perceptlby  affected. 
Most  chemical  plants  generate  fairly  high 
noise  levels  within  the  battery  limits  be¬ 
cause  of  equipment  such  as  pumps,  com¬ 
pressors,  steam  Jets,  flare  stacks,  eta  Equip¬ 
ment  associated  with  In-process  or  end-of- 
pipe  control  systems  would  not  add  signifi¬ 
cantly  to  these  levels.  \ 

Energy  requlronents  associated  irtth 
treatment  and  control  technologies  In  tbs  < 
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wastewater  treatment  model  are  very  small 
compared  to  the  total  energy  requirements 
for  most  plants. 

(vlil)  Economic  and  Inflationary  impact 
analysis. 

The  Agency  has  evaluated  the  economic  ef¬ 
fects  of  these  regulations  in  terms  of  the  in¬ 
ternal  costs  to  the  manufacturers  and  the 
external  economic  costs.  Internal  costs  given 
in  1976  dollars  are  deflned  as  Investment  and 
annual  costs,  where  annual  cost  is  com¬ 
posed  of  operating  costs,  maintenance  cost, 
the  cost  of  capital,  and  depreciation.  External 
cost  deals  with  the  assessment  of  the  eco¬ 
nomic  impact  in  terms  of  price  Increases, 
curtailments  in  production,  and  plant 
closures. 

The  investment  and  annual  costs  were 
determined  by  running  estimates  of  the 
Incremental  compliance  costs  for  the  indi¬ 
vidual  plants  affected  by  the  regulations. 
Four  direct  discharging  plants  out  cff  the 
32  plants  producing  halogenated  orgknlc 
pesticides  oould  incur  an  aggregate  invest¬ 
ment  cost  of  $16.2  million  with  annual  costs 
amounting  to  $4.6  million.  Ten  plants  manu¬ 
facture  organo-phoeph<Mrus  pesticides  of 
which  1  will  incur  treatment  costs.  This  plant 
would  have  estimated  annual  costs  of  $0.7 
million  with  an  Investment  of  $2.0  million. 
The  organo-nitrogen  pesticides  segment  con¬ 
sists  of  24  plants  of  which  1  plant  will  need 
additional  treatment.  It  would  incur  in¬ 
vestment  costs  approximately  $8.1  million 
and  annual  costs  ot  $1.9  million.  There  are 
6  plants  producing  metallo-organic  pesti¬ 
cides  with  1  direct  discharging  plant  requir¬ 
ing  an  investment  of  $0.8  million  and  annual 
costs  of  $0.9  mimon.  Most  of  the  plants  pro¬ 
ducing  pesticides  do  not  produce  pesticides 
in  Just  one  of  the  subcategories.  Approxi¬ 
mately  56  plants  are  of  this  type  with  6  of 
these  requiring  additional  treatment.  This 
group  of  plants  would  require  an  invest¬ 
ment  of  $7.7  million  and  annual  costs  of 
$2.9  million.  There  axe,  thus,  a  total  of  128 
plants  producing  pesticides  with  12  of  these 
being  affected.  The  pesticide  Industry  could 
have  investments  costs  tar  pollution  control 
equipment  of  $33  J2  million.  The  annual  costs 
associated  with  this  treatment  equipment 
are  estimated  to  be  $10ff  million.  No  plants 
that  are  exclusively  formulators  have  been 
identlfled  as  direct  dischargers,  so  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  the  aggregate  compliance  costs 
for  formulators  are  negligible. 

The  external  economic  effects  of  these 
regulations  were  flrst  analyzed  through  the 
use  of  18  model  pesticides.  They  were  selected 
to  represent  the  1,600  various  pesticides  with 
respect  to  price,  competitive  conditions,  and 
the  crop -pest  cq>pllcation.  While  analyzing 
these  factors  it  was  assumed  ttiat  a  plant 
producing  the  pesticide  would  have  no  pollu¬ 
tion  treatment  installed  and  wo\ild  have  to 
Install  the  complete  system.  Using  this  as¬ 
sumption  causes  an  estimate  of  the  maxi¬ 
mum  potential  Impact.  Nine  of  the  products 
are  considered  to  have  low  levels  of  eco¬ 
nomic  impacts  where  the  treatment  costs 
would  be  no  mme  than  22  percent  of  the 
selling  price  of  the  product.  Plants  having 
products  similar  to  these  would  have  little 
difficulty  in  maintaining  profltabfllty  and 
current  production  levels.  Seven  of  the  pes¬ 
ticides  have  a  potential  for  reducing  a  plant’s 
profits,  causing  price  increases,  and  s<nne 
curtailment  in  production.  Price  increase 
would  be  no  more  than  14  percent.  Two  6f 
the  model  pesticides  studied  had  the  poten¬ 
tial  of  being  discontinued  by  a  plant,  since 
the  products  were  meeting  heavy  competi¬ 
tion  in  the  market  place. 

As  estimated  treatment  costs  for  the  in¬ 
dividual  plants  became  available,  additional 
analysis  became  possible.  Through  consider¬ 
ation  of  these  more  detailed  cost  estimates, 
it  was  determined  that  the  majority  of  plants 


either  currently  meet  the  effluent  limitations 
or  will  need  to  install  less  than  half  of  the 
complete  treatment  system.  Only  a  few 
plants  will  need  to  Install  most  of  the  sys¬ 
tem.  This  additional  analysis  allows  several 
conclusions  to  be  made  regarding  the  likely 
economic  effects  of  the  regulations.  It  is 
expected  that  these  12  dii^t  discharging 
plants  will  Install  the  necessary  equipment. 
For  most  of  the  products  any  changes  in 
price  or  production  levels  would  be  inslgnl- 
flcant.  For  those  few  plants  that  must  in¬ 
stall  a  fairly  large  portion  of  treatment 
equipment  there  remains  the  possibility  of 
substantial  price  Increases  and  curtailment 
of  production,  of  certain  low  priced  pesti¬ 
cides.  The  aggregate  Impact  on  formulators 
is  expected  to  be  small,  since  no  direct  dis¬ 
chargers  have  been  identlfled.  The  analysis 
has  not  been  perf<Hined  fw  an  individual 
formulate. 

Executive  Order  11821  (November  27, 1974) 
requires  that  major  prc^wsals  for  legislation 
and  promulgation  ot  regulations  and  rules 
by  agencies  of  the  executive  branch  be  ac¬ 
companied  by  a  statement  certifying  that 
the  inflationary  impact  of  the  proposal  has 
been  evaluated.  The  Admlnistrat<v  has  di¬ 
rected  that  all  regulatory  actions  that  are 
likely  to  result  in  (1)  annualized  costs  of 
more  than  $100  million,  (2)  additional  costs 
of  production  more  than  5%  of  the  eelUng 
price,  or  (3)  an  energy  oonsumptkm  In¬ 
crease  equivalent  to  25,000  barrels  of  cfll  per 
day  will  require  a  cerUfled  inflationary  im¬ 
pact  statement.  The  analysis  indicates  that 
the  total  investment  required  to  meet  these 
regulaUons  is  $332  millKm  with  an  annual 
cost  ot  $10.2  million.  The  costs  as  a  pracent 
of  selling  price  are  generally  no  more  than 
2.2  percent  of  the  selling  price,  however,  it  is 
possible  that  for  certain  low  cost  products 
the  costs  may  exceed  6  percent  of  selling 
price.  The  limits  presented  in  the  Adminia- 
trator’s  criteria  may  then  be  exceeded  due 
to  these  regulations.  It  is  hMeby  certifled 
that  the  economic  and  Inflattonary  effects 
of  this  prc^osfd  have  been  carefully  evalu¬ 
ated  in  accordance  with  Executive  Order 
11821. 

Appendix  C 

SUMMARY  or  PUBLIC  PARTICIPATION 

PrlM  to  thin  publication,  the  agencies  and 
groups  Hated  below  were  consulted  and  given 
the  opportunity  to  participate  in  the  develc^ 
ment  of  effluent  llmltatimi  guidelines  pro¬ 
posed  for  ^e  pesticides  chemicals  Industry 
manufacturing  category.  All  partlclpaitlng 
agencies  have  been  Informed  of  project  de¬ 
velopments.  An  initial  draft  ot  the  Develi^- 
ment  Document  was  sent  to  all  participants 
and  comments  were  solicited  on  that  report. 
The  fi^owing  are  the  principal  agencies  and 
groups  consulted:  Efflumt  Standards  and 
Water  Quality  Informati<m  Advisory  Com¬ 
mittee  (established  under  section  616  of  the 
Act);  all  State  and  US.  Territory  Pifllutlon 
Control  Agencies;  Academy  of  Pharmaceu¬ 
tical  Sciences;  Beichhold  Chemical,  Inc.; 
Chemware-Champion;  National  Institutes  of 
Health;  H.  B.  Fuller  Company;  Union  Camp 
Corporation;  Naval  Facilities  Engineering 
Command;  Olin  Corporation;  Mobay  Chem¬ 
ical  Corporation;  Monsanto  Company;  Shell 
Chemical  Company;  Stauffer  Chemical  Cor¬ 
poration;  Union  Carbide  Corporation;  Bell 
and  Howell,  Inc.,  Micro  Photo  Division;  MTS 
Chemicals;  Hercules,  Inc4  Rohm  and  Haas 
Company;  Defense  Mapping  Agency;  Pflzer, 
Inc.;  CIBA-QEIQY  Corporation;  U.S.  Army 
Audio  Visual  Activity;  U.S.  Department  of 
Health,  Education,  and  Welfare;  E.  I.  DuPont 
de  Nemours  and  Company;  Allied  Chemical 
Co-poratlon;  Pepsi  Company;  Western  Agri¬ 
cultural  Chemicals  Association;  Tennessee 
Eastman  Company;  Cabot  Corporation;  CPAC 


Company;  Diamond  Shamrock,  Inc.;  Amer¬ 
ican  Cyanamlde  Cmporaition;  EPAC;  Lederle 
Iiaboratories;  National  Ecological  Research 
Center;  Offlce  of  Pesticides;  Dow  Chemical 
Cmnpany;  National  Association  of  Pharma¬ 
ceutical  Manufacturma;  Abbott  Laboratories; 
Eastman  Kodak  Company;  BASF  Wyandotte 
Corporation;  Ohio  River  Valley  Sanltartlon 
Commission;  The  Conservaticm  Foundation; 
Businessmen  for  the  Public  Intwest;  En¬ 
vironmental  Defense  Fund,  Inc.;  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council;  American  Society 
of  Civil  Engineers;  Water  Pollution  Control 
Federation;  National  Wildlife  Federation; 
Kimberly  Clark  Corporation;  National  Pest 
Control  Association;  UB.  Army  Corps  of 
Engineers;  Carbon  Adsorption  Systems; 
AFWIi  Environics;  WSME;  Institute  at  Mak¬ 
ers  ot  Explosives;  Pulp  Chemical  Associa¬ 
tion;  American  Carbon  Committee;  Amer¬ 
ican  Hospital  Association;  Bureau  of  Ex¬ 
plosives,  Association  of  American  Railroads; 
United  Pesticides  Formulation  and  Distribu¬ 
tion  Association;  Technical  Association  ot 
Pulp  and  Paper  Industry;  Professional  Pho¬ 
tographers  ot  America,  Inc.;  Adhesive  and 
Sealauta  Council;  Smith,  Bucklin,  and  As- 
sodates,  Inc.;  Photo  Marketing  Association; 
Carbon  Black  Producers  Traffic  Cmnmittee; 
Arundale,  Inc.;  Enviroenglneerlng,  Inc.;  UB. 
Army  Enviromnental  Hygiene  Agency;  Amer¬ 
ican  Defense  Preparedness  Association;  The 
Fertilizer  Institute;  National  Agriqultural 
Chemicals  Association;  Walden  Research; 
American  Pharmaceutical  Association;  Phar¬ 
maceutical  Manufacturers  Association; 
Manufacturing  Chemists  Association;  Na- 
tiimal  Midxffilm  Association;  New  England 
Intertsate  Water  Pollution  Control  Commis¬ 
sion;  American  Society  of  Mechanical  Engi¬ 
neers;  American  Medical  Association,  Public 
Hecdth  Division;  UB.  Water  Resources  Coun- 
cfl;  UB.  Department  of  Defense;  UB.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior;  Atlas  Powder  Company; 
XTjB.  Department  of  the  Army;  National  As¬ 
sociation  ot  Photographic  Manufacturers; 
MAT  Chemicals,  Inc.;  FRP  Company;  Swift 
Chemical  Company;  Roberts  Consolidated 
Industries;  Eli  Lilly  and  Cmnpany;  Merck 
and  Company,  Inc.;  and  Parke,  Davis  and 
Company. 

It  Should  be  noted  that  smne  of  the  recip¬ 
ients  ot  the  contractor  draft  documents  are 
from  areas  of  Interest  outside  the  manufac¬ 
turing  activities  covered  in  this  regulation. 
nJs  situation  results  because  eight  indus¬ 
tries  were  being  handled  as  one  administra¬ 
tively  within  the  project  called  miscellaneous 
chemicals. 

The  following  organizations  responded 
with  comments  for  the  pesticides  chemicals 
manufacturing  point  source  category:  Eff*A, 
Office  of  Enforcement;  EPA,  Offlce  of  Planning 
and  Evaluation;  Effluent  Standards  and  Wa¬ 
ter  Quality  Information  Advisory  Committee; 
MAT  Chemical,  Inc.;  Union  Carbide  Corpora¬ 
tion,  Chemicals  and  Plastics;  Rohm  and  Haas 
Company  (NACA);  Mobay  Chemical  Corpo¬ 
ration,  Chemagro  Agricultural  Division;  and 
E.  I.  DuPont  de  Nemours  and  Company. 

The  primary  issues  raised  by  commenters 
during  the  development  at  the  Interim  final 
effluent  limitations  and  guidelines  and  the 
response  to  these  comments  are  as  follows ; 

1.  Several  commenters  suggested  that  the 
subcategories  are  too  broad. 

The  Agency  has  reexamined  this  comment 
and  has  further  subcategorized  the  industry. 
Fcm:  example,  the  s-triazlnes  are  separated 
from  consideration  with  other  organo-nitro¬ 
gen  compounds.  This  subcategorization  is 
based  on  a  difference  observed  in  the  treat- 
ability  of  the  waste  products  arising  from 
the  manufacture  ot  this  type  of  organo- 
nitrogen  compound.  The  organo-metalllo 
compoimds  have  been  subcategorized  into 
two  groups.  Examination  of  the  organo- 
phosphorus  subcategory  and  the  halogenated 
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organics  subcategory  did  not  reveal  a  need 
for  further  subcstegorizaition.  The  Agency 
has  found  thait  the  quantity  of  pesticides 
released  frcnn  these  two  subcategories  should 
not  be  affected  by  the  products  manxifactured 
Inasmuch  as  the  in-process  contrtd  required 
for  detoxification  prior  to  subsequent  treat¬ 
ment  by  a  biological  system  should  result  in 
essentially  the  same  quantities  of  p<filutants 
being  discharged  after  treatment  tislng  the 
model  systems  described  in  the  development 
document.  SubcategorlzatlcHi  tending  toward 
an  individual  product/process  classification 
was  deemed  inappropriate  by  the  Agency  for 
an  industry  in  which  a  large  proportion  of 
the  products  are  proprietary. 

2.  A  commenter  pointed  out  that  varia¬ 
tions  in  terrain  and  climate  can  grossly  affect 
the  cost  or  capabilities  of  bkdogical  systems 
and.  if  not  used  to  categorize,  should  at  least 
be  acknowldeged  in  terms  of  cost  or  perfcxm- 
ance  ranges. 

Variations  in  terrain  and  climate  will  not. 
In  the  Agency’s  Judgment,  affect  t  he  <^>era- 
tlon  of  ttie  In-prooess  detoodflcatlon  units 
employed  in  the  model  treatment  systems. 
Neither  will  they  affect  the  equalization 
systems  Included  in  the  model  treatment. 
Cost  estimates  outlined  In  the  development 
document  more  than  adequately  allow  for 
variations  in  design  requirements.  These  de¬ 
sign  variations  easily  accommodate  varia¬ 
tions  In  treatability  as  a  result  of  varying 
climatic  conditions. 

3.  It  was  suggested  that  the  use  of  raw 
waste  load  data  fails  to  recognize  that  sub¬ 
category  raw  waste  load  is  an  average  of 
widely  ranging  values. 

Raw  waste  load  data  obtained  from  the 
Industry  was  used  to  characterize  typical  raw 
waste  loads  as  a  function  of  production 
rates.  The  regulations  are  not  directly  estab¬ 
lished  from  a  particular  raw  waste  load  al¬ 
though  these  raw  waste  loads  are  used  in  the 
derivation  of  model  treatment  systems  and 
cost  evaluations.  The  raw  waste  load  data 
were  used  to  demonstrate  that,  within  a 
category,  the  raw  waste  load  produced  Is 
relatively  independent  of  the  product  pro¬ 
duced  and  is  related  to  the  quantity  of  pesti¬ 
cides  produced.  The  regulations  themselves 
were  then  established  with  reliance  on  dem¬ 
onstrated  obtainable  discharge  loads  from 
existing  Industrial  treatment  systems  or  by 
calculation  of  expected  discharge  values 
which  would  be  obtained  by  point  sources  In 
this  industry  if  the  model  treatment  S3^- 
tems  were  installed  and  operated  in  those 
cases  where  the  complete  model  technology 
was  not  available  at  single  sites. 

4.  The  Interpretation  of  Table  VII-2  In 
the  development  document  is  made  difficult 
by  the  lack  of  listing  of  Infiiient  loadings. 
BODS,  TSS  and  flow  data  are  not  consistent 
with  the  recommended  limitations. 

The  original  contractor’s  draft  develop¬ 
ment  document  has  been  completely  revised 
with  the  inclusion  of  a  substantial  quantity 
of  newly  acquired  data  obtained  from  in¬ 
dustrial  operations. 

5.  A  commenter  observed  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  statement  is  not  documented  in  the  re¬ 
port;  •••  *  •  the  end  of  pipe  models  are  ca¬ 
pable  of  attaining  the  recommended  effiuent 
limitations  at  the  RWL’s  within  subcate¬ 
gories  of  each  industry.” 

The  original  contractor’s  draft  develop¬ 
ment  document  has  been  revised  and  modi¬ 
fied.  The  Agency  feels  that  the  limitations 
can  be  met  by  installation  and  operation  of 
treatment  systems  equivalent  to  the  model 
te<^nology  presented  in  the  development 
document,  or  by  reasonable  modification  of 
existing  systems  to  be  eqtdvalent  to  the 
model  system.  Each  subcategory  has  demon¬ 
strated  examples  of  plants  that  can  meet  the 


regtilations,  and  the  Agency  has  made  an 
effort  in  the  development  document  to  point 
out  needed  alterations  of  those  plants  which 
are  not  currently  operating  at  the  required 
level  of  treatment. 

6.  The  operation  temperature,  and  kinetic 
data  for  the  aeration  basin  design  basis  are 
extremely  important  to  a  review  and  should 
be  furnished. 

The  temperature  ranges  and  kinetic  data 
used  for  the  design  basis  for  cost  calcula¬ 
tions  are  the  temperature  ranges  and  kinetic 
rates  normally  found  in  the  treatment  of 
organic  chemical  wastes.  The  specific  tem- 
peratiire  and  kinetic  rate  will  be  different 
at  each  Installation.  The  Agency  did  not 
deem  it  necessary  or  desirable  to  calculate 
for  each  particular  iterating  installation  a 
kinetic  rate  equation.  Inasmuch  as  both  the 
individual  treatability  of  wastes  at  individ¬ 
ual  plants  and  the  mode  of  treatment  are 
somewhat  different,  the  kinetic  rate  will 
also  be  different.  It  is  standard  engineering 
practice  to  determine  treatability  of  waste 
prior  to  design  of  a  biological  treatment 
plant  and  it  Is  expected  that  each  site  would 
do  so.  Explication  of  site  specific  design  is 
not  the  purpose  of  the  development  docu¬ 
ment. 

7.  It  was  pointed  out  that  there  was  a  dis- 
cr^>ancy  between  raw  waste  loads  presented 
in  Section  V  and  Section  VIII  of  the  develop¬ 
ment  document. 

The  original  contractor’s  document  has 
been  revised  and  a  substantial  amovmt  of 
new  data  has  been  Included  which  was  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  Industry.  The  original  pres¬ 
entation  has  been  revised. 

8.  Congressional  Intent  was  Interpreted 
from  the  legislative  history  of  P.L.  92-500  to 
Indicate  that  BPT  was  to  be  based  on  end-of- 
plpe  systems. 

The  Agency’s  interpretation  of  the  Con¬ 
gressional  Intent  as  confirmed  by  a  number 
of  Com^  decisions  during  the  interim  period 
is  that  In-ifiant  modifications  and  in-plant 
control  to  reduce  raw  waste  loads  are  ex¬ 
pected  when  practiced  generally  by  the  in¬ 
dustry.  ’Ihe  in-plant  modifications  and  in- 
process  control  systems  presented  in  the  de¬ 
velopment  document  are  in  fact  detoxifica¬ 
tion  units  which  render  the  waste  loads  bio¬ 
logically  treatable  and  are  generally  applied 
throughout  the  industry.  The  carbon  sorp¬ 
tion  systems  for  the  halogenated  organic 
subcategory  and  the  hydrolysis  systems  for 
the  organo-phosphates  and  organo-nitrogen 
subcategories  are  the  most  frequently  used 
detoxification  systems.  Other  systems  are 
occasionally  used  and  are  presented  in  the 
document.  Implementation  of  these  detoxi¬ 
fication  units  renders  the  discharges  from 
the  in-process  treatment  after  equalization 
readily  biodegradable  by  normal  biological 
treatment  systems.  It  is  the  Agency’s  posi¬ 
tion  that  these  eomplementcury  in-process 
treatments  are  required  in  order  to  attain 
the  BPT  levels. 

9.  A  commenter  pointed  out  that  the  state¬ 
ment  that  high  OOD,  BODS  ratios  observed 
for  raw  waste  loads  are  not  exhibited  by  bio¬ 
logically  treated  etfiuents  is  not  verified  by 
the  data  presented  in  Table  VII-2. 

C(N3  to  BODS  ratios  for  raw  waste  loads 
do  vary  consideraUy  as  pointed  out  in  the 
development  dociunent,  probably  as  a  result 
of  toxic  responses  caused  by  the  nature  of 
the  wastewatOTS  involved.  However,  an  analy¬ 
sis  presented  in  the  revised  development 
document  of  the  ratio  of  COD  to  BOD  for 
biologically  treated  effluents  does  not  indi¬ 
cate  same  large  varlaMe  ratios. 

10.  One  industry  representative  observed 
that  although  BCH>5  may  not  be  usable  for 
derivation  of  limitations  due  to  influent  tox¬ 
icity,  it  should  still  be  possible  to  use  COD 
or  TOC. 


COD  is  included  as  a  limiting  parameter. 
TOC  is  not  included  at  thia  time  as  a  limit¬ 
ing  parameter  because  EPA’s  data  base  would 
not  allow  adequate  development  of  a  regula-  . 
tion  incorporating  TOC,  The  Agency  has  in¬ 
corporated  BOD  and  COD  as  limiting  param¬ 
eters  because  they  represent  two  different 
features  of  the  oxygen  demanding  discharges. 
BOD  represents  the  adequacy  of  treat¬ 
ment  for  readily  biodegradable  materials 
while  COD  represents  the  extent  to  which 
the  oxygen  demanding  materials  have  been 
reduced  by  the  combination  of  in-process 
detoxification  imits  as  well  as  the  biological 
treatment  systems  required.  TOC  may  in 
the  futme  be  Included  as  an  alternate  to  one 
or  both  of  the  above  parameters.  The  exist¬ 
ing  data  base  does  not  allow  a  suitable  cal¬ 
culation  for  a  limit  on  ’TOC  in  this  particu¬ 
lar  point  source  subcategory. 

11.  The  opinion  was  expressed  that  the 
BODS  and  ’TSS  levels  indicated  in  Section  IX 
are  not  demonstrated  and  do  not  favorably 
agree  with  cited  data. 

Substantial  new  data  has  been  incorpo¬ 
rated  from  a  reinvestigation  of  the  industry 
supplied  data  base  and  includes  a  substan¬ 
tial  quantity  of  both  BOD  and  suspended 
solids  data.  These  data  have  been  incorpo¬ 
rated  into  the  devel<^ment  dociunent.  The 
regulation  is  at  this  time  in  close  agreement 
with  the  observed  performances  cited  in  the 
develo{>ment  document. 

12.  The  performance  of  end-of-pipe  treat¬ 
ment  systems  for  the  Pesticides  and  Pharma¬ 
ceutical  Industry  are  not  similar  as  stated 
in  the  development  document.  Pesticides  has 
more  stringent  requirements  and  would  be 
expected  to  need  a  higher  variability. 

’The  Agency  has,  as  a  result  of  the  re¬ 
examination  of  this  industry,  accepted  this 
comment.  The  variability  basis  for  the  pesti¬ 
cides  point  source  subcategory  has  been  re¬ 
vised  to  reflect  variability  calculations  ob¬ 
tained  from  long-term  data  from  operating 
systems  within  the  pesticides  point  source 
subcategory. 

13.  A  commenter  suggests  that  as  the  data 
base  is  insufficient,  KPA  should  seek  addi¬ 
tional  data  from  industry. 

The  Agency  has  sought  addltkmal  data 
from  Industry  and  in  fact  has  gathered  a 
substantial  quantity  of  new  data  from  the 
Industry.  These  data  have  been  incorporated 
into  a  revision  of  the  development  document 
and  the  Agency  considers  that  the  data  base 
is  adequate  to  advise  Just  and  equitable 
regulations.  The  Agency  continues  to  seek 
data  from  the  industry,  particularly  in  those 
subcategories  that  have  been  reserved  in 
these  regulations  and  tor  additional  param¬ 
eters  which  are  expected  to  be  proposed  by 
amendment  in  the  near  future. 

14.  A  commenter  suggested  that  biological 
treatment  will  handle  many,  if  not  most  of 
pesticide  wastes  in  spite  of  their  claimed 
toxicity  to  the  treatment  83rstem. 

Biological  treatment  is  recommended  for 
the  treatment  of  pesticide  wastewaters  in 
combination  with  suitable  equalization  sys¬ 
tems  to  render  the  biological  treatment  sys¬ 
tem  more  efficient,  and  in  combination  with 
an  in-process  detoxification  system  from  each 
pesticide  line.  The  omission  of  suitable  in- 
process  detoxification  or  the  lack  of  inclu¬ 
sion  of  equalization  gives  rise  to  widely  vari¬ 
able  and  inefficient  biological  treatment  as 
is  demonstrated  by  the  data  obtained  by  the 
Agency  on  operating  treatment  systems. 

15.  One  company  suggests  that  because  of 
the  wide  range  of  compounds  considered  and 
the  paucity  of  data  available,  it  is  impossible 
to  set  effluent  limitations  for  COD. 

Examination  of  the  data  available  suggests 
strongly  that  the  parameter  most  frequently 
measured  and  relied  upon  by  Industry  itself 
is  OOD.  The  broculest  data  base  that  the  in¬ 
dustry  was  able  to  supply  to  the  Agency  was 
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COD  data.  The  Agency  has  incorporated  COD 
as  a  parameter  because  of  its  availability  in 
the  data  submitted  and  because  it  is  such 
a  useful  tool  for  control  of  the  treatment 
systems  employed.  Correlations  have  been  de¬ 
termined  to  show  the  relationship  between 
BOD  and  COD  in  the  treated  effluent. 

16.  Phenol  is  dlfflcult  to  bring  below  the 
0.03  mg/1  suggested  effluent  concentration 
and  the  BAT  guidelines  could  be  more  re¬ 
strictive  on  "phenol”  since  carbon  adsorp¬ 
tion  is  an  effective  method  of  phenol  removal. 

Phenol  is  not  a  restricted  parameter  ex¬ 
cept  in  subcategory  A  in  which  carbon  sorp¬ 
tion  is  a  part  of  the  model  technology. 

17.  The  technology  is  not  ava&able  to  meet 
the  phosphorous  standard  suggested  in  the 
document. 

The  revised  version  of  the  developpoent 
document  does  not  recommend  that  a  total 
phosphorovis  limitation  be  established.  The 
Agency  foimd  insufficient  demonstration  of 
phosphorous  removal  in  this  industry  to  war¬ 
rant  establishing  a  limitation  at  this  time 
for  this  parameter.  The  Agency  did  not 
choose  to  attempt  to  transfer  technology 
from  treatment  of  other  types  of  waste 
waters.  It  is  however,  pointed  out  that  phos- 
phoroias  can  in  fact  be  a  substantial  prob¬ 
lem  in  this  Industry’s  dls<fflarges  and  may 
give  rise  to  water  quality  related  problems. 
This  parameter  should  be  controlled  by  local 
regulatory  authorities  on  a  case  by  case  basis 
as  dictated  by  water  quality  needs.  It  la  the 
intent  of  the  Agency  to  amend  these  regula¬ 
tions  as  soon  as  a  reasonable  data  base  can 
be  obtained  tor  control  of  this  parameter. 

18.  Several  commenters  suggested  that 
TKN  limitations  should  not  be  set  because 
the  pr<^>osed  treatment  technology  will  not 
remove  sufficient  TKN  and  a  practical  tech¬ 
nology  is  not  thought  to  exist.  It  Is  suggested 
that  because  most  of  the  wastes  studied  con¬ 
tain  substantial  quantities  of  MH3-N,  the 
contractor  should  limit  NH3-N  rather  than 
TKN. 

This  comment  was  accepted  by  the  Agency 
and  the  parameter  llmlt^  in  these  regula- 
'tions  is  ammonia  nitrogen.  The  treatment 
models  have  been  modified  to  include  cost 
calculations  reflecting  the  addition  of  am¬ 
monia  strippers  to  the  model  technology  sug¬ 
gested  for  the  affected  subcategories. 

19.  There  is  no  need  to  regulate  Cn  since 
it  will  be  controlled  by  section  307(a)  of  Pub. 
L.  92-500. 

The  requirements  tmder  which  these  regu¬ 
lations  are  set  fmrth  are  different  than  re¬ 
quirements  for  section  307(a)  regulations. 
The  Agency  calls  to  the  attention  of  iq>pli- 
cable  regulatory  authorities  that  cyanide 
may  be  present  in  a  harmful  quantity  in  the 
discharges  frmn  these  point  sources.  It  is 
not  Included  as  a  parameter  in  these  regu¬ 
lations,  but  is  expected  to  be  included  by 
amendment  in  the  near  future. 

20.  Some  of  the  metals  mentioned  in  Sec¬ 
tion  VI  are  not  detectable  to  0.02  mg/L  Hm 
effluent  limitations  should  list  the  metals 
of>;oncern  and  be  sure  the  limits  Involved 
are  applicable. 

Certain  of  the  sources  of  metals,  namely 
the  metallic-organic  pesticides,  have  been 
reserved  at  this  time  and  the  Agency  expects 
to  amend  these  regulations  in  the  near  fu¬ 
ture  to  include  coverage  of  those  reserved 
metallic-organic  pesticides.  At  that  time  spe¬ 
cific  limits  on  specific  metals  may  also  be 
Included. 

21.  An  Industrial  representative  pointed 
out  that  the  methodology  used  in  develop¬ 
ing  these  limitations  is  not  consistent  with 
that  utilized  in  the  development  of  previous 
limitation  where  limitations  were  drawn  up 
for  individual  products  and  processes:  e.g., 
PVC,  polypropylene,  and  phencfi.  The  latter 
method  is  superior  to  the  one  used  for  pesti¬ 
cides. 
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The  methodology  used,  in  development  of 
this  regulation  was  outlined  in  response  to 
a  previous  comment  in  which  it  was  pointed 
out  that  it  was  not  deemed  appropriate  Cor 
this  point  source  category  to  use  a  prod¬ 
uct/process  approach  because  of  the  predom- 
inimce  of  proprietary  products  in  this  indus¬ 
try.  That  approach  would  lead  to  confirma¬ 
tion  by  the  Agency  that  whatever  load  is 
being  discharged  from  an  Individual  product 
line  Is  the  acceptable  load  in  the  absence  of 
comparable  loads  from  other  producers  of 
the  same  product.  This  approach  would  not 
lead  to  a  substantial  reduction  of  pollution 
as  our  charge  from  Pub.  L.  92-500  requires. 
For  that  reason,  the  Agency  has  adopted  a 
methodology  which  will  require  and  main¬ 
tain  an  incentive  to  reduce  the  discharge 
of  i>ollutant8  from  the  manuf actme  of  pesti¬ 
cides  and  an  Inducement  to  maintain  low 
discharges  that  would  resxilt  from  introduc¬ 
tion  of  additional  pesticide  production  onto 
existing  production  lines. 

22.  The  limitation  guidelines  are  deter¬ 
mined  in  terms  of  waste  per  unit  of  produc¬ 
tion  of  final  product.  Since  there  la  a  wide 
variation  In  the  number  of  intermediates  in 
the  pesttcldee  Industry,  the  unit  of  inoduc- 
tion  should  include  these  intermediates. 

It  was  not  feasible  to  address  the  prob¬ 
lem  of  a  load  created  by  production  ot  in¬ 
termediates  at  one  manufacturing  site  while 
a  second  production  site  may  buy  inter¬ 
mediates  to  produce  the  same  product.  The 
Agency  win  cover  most  of  the  intormedlate 
production  under  the  wganic  chemicals 
guidelines  and  other  applicable  guidelines. 
This  regulation  is  directed  toward  the  manu¬ 
facture  of  the  active  ingredients.  It  does  not 
cover  the  production  of  intermediates  on 
the  same  site. 

23.  The  BWIi  definition  needs  fiirther  re¬ 
finement.  The  KWL  should  have  been  utilized 
in  the  formulation  of  the  guidelines. 

The  raw  waste  load  has  been  further  de¬ 
fined  In  the  revised  development  document 
with  the  addition  of  a  substantial  quan¬ 
tity  of  newly  acquired  data.  The  raw  waste 
load  alone  is  not  the  base  for  these  regula¬ 
tions.  The  demonstrated  achievable  level  of 
treated  effluent  from  systems  incorporating 
the  model  treatment  systems  was  the  major 
base.  Calculations  can  be  made  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  reductions  required  to  be  obtained 
if  desired.  The  Agency  has  determined  that 
the  raw  waste  loads  rarely  exceed  a  level 
which  can  be  reduced  by  the  model  treat¬ 
ment  technology  to  the  required  limitations. 

24.  A  goal  of  92-96  percent  BOD  reduction 
of  BWL  should  be  used  rather  than  a  con¬ 
centration  criterion  in  setting  guidelines. 

Establishing  a  required  percent  reduc¬ 
tion  as  applied  to  variable  raw  waste  loads 
does  not  lead  to  equitable  regulations  or 
create  an  economic  Incentive  to  reduce  the 
I>oUutants  discharged  in  this  point  source 
category.  The  rise  of  a  standard  percent 
reduction  tends  to  reward  those  dischargers 
who  have  done  the  least  to  reduce  their  raw 
waste  loads  and  penalizes  those  who  have 
done  the  most  to  reduce  their  raw  waste 
loads.  The  Agency  does  not  accept  the  propo¬ 
sition  that  standard  percent  reduction  is 
an  equitable  approach  to  establishing  reg- 
xilations  for  ^is  Industry. 

26.  The  bontractor’s  brief  discussion  of  the 
role  of  phosphorus  as  a  nutrient  in  the 
environment  is  totally  inadequate  as  a  justi¬ 
fication  for  the  recommended  effluent  limita¬ 
tion. 

This  section  of  the  development  document 
has  been  substantially  revised  and  this 
parameter  is  not  a  limited  parameter  at  this 
time.  It  is  expected  that  these  regulations 
will  be  amended  in  the  near  future  to  Include 
a  phosphorus  limitation  for  this  point  source 
subcategory.  This  amendment  will  include 
a  suitable  description  of  both  the  avall- 
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able  technology  and  need  tor  the  limita¬ 
tion. 

26.  There  are  problems  associated  with  the 
"building  block**  approach  used  by  the  con¬ 
tractor.  Wastewater  treatability  efficiency 
from  a  product  line  is  sometimes  reduced 
when  combined  in  a  treatment  system.  The 
biodegradability  of  the  effluent  from  pesti¬ 
cides  may  be  hard  to  predict  when  com¬ 
bined  with  other  effluents  prior  to  treat¬ 
ment. 

The  building  block  approach  demon¬ 
strated  in  the  revised  development  docu¬ 
ment  is  based  upon  a  substantially  expanded 
data  base  and  is  based  up<Hi  demonstrated 
achievement  at  the  required  levels  in  multi - 
product  plants  where  successful  treatment  Is 
being  practiced.  There  is  no  Indication  that 
the  mixed  waste  cannot  be  adequately 
treated  to  reach  the  limitations  proposed 
herein.  In  those  few  exceptional  cases  where 
it  was  not  possible  to  demonstrate  the 
treatability,  the  Agency  has  reserved  cover¬ 
age,  pending  dociunentation  of  treatability. 
This  is  true  of  certain  of  the  metalllc- 
OTganic  products  and  of  the  s-triazlne  prod¬ 
ucts  of  the  OTgano-nitrogen  subcategory. 

27.  One  commenter  c^vised  that  a  sig¬ 
nificant  raw  waste  load  will  be  generated  by 
some  formulation  and  packaging  processes. 

While  it  is  recognized  that  certain  formu¬ 
lation  and  packaging  plants  do  generate  a 
significant  raw  waste  load,  an  extensive 
study  by  the  contractor  has  verified  that 
this  need  not  be  tfie  case.  A  minimum  of  50 
formulating  and  packaging  plants  were  lo¬ 
cated.  processing  all  ty^^  oi  pesticide  for¬ 
mulations  in  all  climatic  regions,  which  had 
no  discharge  of  process  wastewater.  Repre¬ 
sentatives  of  these  plants  commented  that  it 
was  mmre  economical  to  design  and  to  con- 
trcfi  their  operations  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
eliminate  a  need  for  a  disffliarge  than  it  was 
tar  them  to  attempt  treatment  of  a  waste¬ 
water  dlS(fiiai^  Not  only  was  the  lack  of  a 
need  tor  a  discharge  demonstrated,  but  the 
absence  of  a  discharge  actually  Improved  the 
efflclency  of  operation  and  the  cost  of  opera¬ 
tion  of  their  formulating  and  packaging 
plants.  The  Agency  did  not  find  a  demon¬ 
strated  need  In  this  Industry  for  an  allow¬ 
ance  for  a  discharge  from  formulation  and 
packaging. 

28.  A  commenter  observed  that  saying  that 
waste  loads  are  low  enough  to  package  and 
send  to  contract  waste  disposers  only  naively 
transfers  the  problem  and  unjustifiably 
dictates  methods  of  <^eration. 

Contract  land  disposal  is  a  frequently 
utilized  practice  in  this  Industry  where  very 
low  fiows  are  predominant.  The  suggestion 
that  a  plant  may  indiscriminately  transfer 
its  problem  is  not  valid.  The  Agency  sug¬ 
gests  that  use  of  a  suitable  contract  disposer 
will  transfer  responsibility  for  good  opera¬ 
tion  to  that  operator.  Public  Law  92-500  and 
its  legislative  history  encourage  the  use  of 
cooperative  or  joint  disposal  practices.  The 
Agency  endorses  this  policy  when  it  is  a  more 
economical  or  more  reliable  system  for  han¬ 
dling  specific  wastes.  If  the  contract  dis¬ 
posal  operator  attempts  to  discharge  wastes 
into  navigable  waters,  it  of  course  is  subject 
to  the  PWPCA.  The  Agency  supports,  as  is 
outlined  in  the  revised  development  docu¬ 
ment,  the  elimination  of  the  waste  loads  in 
formulating  and  packaging  as  a  more  de¬ 
sirable  alternative. 

29.  A  commenter  agrees  that  the  choice 
of  raw  material  is  not  a  factor  for  subcate- 
goiization,  but  feels  that  it  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  as  a  variable  in  setting  fiexible  guide¬ 
lines. 

The  Agency  does  not  feel  that  setting  fiexi¬ 
ble  guidelines  is  an  "equitable  approach  in 
establishing  guidelines  and  limitations.  Ade¬ 
quate  allowance  is  made  for  a  variance  by 
other  sections  of  these  regulations.  The  con¬ 
tractor’s  study  indicated  that  the  waste  loads 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  41,  NO.  211— MONDAY,  NOVEMBER  1,  1976 


48096 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


generated  In  the  manufactiuing  portion  of 
this  industry  were  not  related  to  the  specific 
raw  materials  utilized  in  the  pirocess. 

*  30.  The  use  of  BODS  data  to  develop  RWL 
Is  mcu'e  meanlngiil  if  an  acclimated  seed  is 
deTel(q>ed  for  each  process.  BODS  diould  he 
the  parameter  used  to  develop  BPT  limita¬ 
tions  wherever  possible. 

The  BODS  data  used  in  the  development  of 
these  regulatioans  are  data  developed  by  the 
Industry  using  seed  acclimated  to  their  waste. 
It  is  the  Agency’s  position  that  BODS  should 
be  a  parameter  of  control.  Local  and  regional 
regulatory  authorities  normally  use  BODS  as 
the  data  base  for  development  and  enforce¬ 
ment  of  water  quality  restrictions. 

31.  COD  as  an  independent  control  para¬ 
meter  is  not  justified  because  it  does  not 
Indicate  the  harm  ttiat  non-biodegradable 
elements  in  the  waste  may  cause  to  receiving 
streams. 

The  Agency  accepts  COD  as  an  independent 
control  parameter  because  it  Is  an  efficient, 
fast,  and  relatively  Inexpensive  measure  of 
the  extent  at  the  reduction  of  oxygen  de- 
mandlng  pollutants.  It  is  the  most  frequently 
used  control  parameter  for  operation  of  treat¬ 
ment  facilities  and  forms  the  most  complete 
data  base  available  to  the  Agency. 

The  inccai>oration  of  both  BODS  and  COD 
gives  one  the  ability  to  measure  both  the  rate 
of  biological  degradation  obtained  as  well  as 
the  extent  of  biological  degradation  obtained 
in  the  biological  treatment  plant.  Elimina¬ 
tion  of  either  falls  to  give  a  complete  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  treatment  which  was  obtained  by 
the  recommended  treatment  process  models. 


Incorporation  of  the  relatively  inexpensively 
determined  control  parameter  will  allow  a  de¬ 
crease  In  the  frequency  of  measurement  of 
the  more  expensive  BODS  test. 

32.  The  cost  analysis  Ignores  factors  such 
as  sewer  segregation,  repiping  and  upgrading 
in  old  plants,  as  well  as  monitoring  equip¬ 
ment. 

The  cost  model  system  adopted  by  the 
Agency  does  not  include  site  specific  items 
such  as  sewer  segregation  and  replplng.  The 
majority  of  the  plants  manufacturing  pesti¬ 
cides  presently  have  some  level  of  treatment 
Installed  and  are  in  compliance  with  NPI^S 
permit  limitations.  This  Industry  is  a  rela¬ 
tively  new  industry,  and  most  plants  were 
designed  with  specific  collection  systems  at 
the  time  of  plant  construction.  A  few  plants 
were  not  designed  in  this  manner  and  the 
Agency  recognizes  that  the  impact  upon  a  few 
specific  plants  may  be  somewhat  higher  than 
the  average  economic  Impact  on  the  Industry 
as  a  whole.  It  was  not  possible  to  examine  the 
cost  at  every  possible  installation. 

S3.  Detoxification  Is  not  shown  on  the  flow 
sheets,  but  to  often  required  for  Insecticides. 

A  detoxification  system  to  carefully  out¬ 
lined  in  the  revtoed  development  dociunent. 
It  to  expected  to  be  necessary  in  all  of  the 
manufacturing  snbcategories  and  it  has  been 
Included  In  the  cost  models. 

34.  Toxicity,  odors,  and  excessive  fuel  costs 
will  result  in  EPA  requiring  concentration  of 
wastes  before  Incineration. 

These  limitations  do  not  require  a  spe¬ 
cific  treatment  system.  A  model  system  was 


developed  to  serve  as  a  basis  for  develtqjment 
of  cost  information  and  to  demonstrate  that 
the  limitations  are  attainable  within  that 
cost.  The  revised  development  document  does 
not  imply  that  wastes  should  be  concen¬ 
trated  prior  to  incineration;  rather.  It  sug¬ 
gests  that  those  wastes  that  are  generated 
In  concentrated  streams  should  be  main¬ 
tained  In  that  concentrated  state  and  that 
It  to  uusally  more  economical  to  incinerate 
highly  concentrated  wastes  than  it  is  to  di¬ 
lute  them  for  treatment  by  other  means. 

35.  The  apparent  BOD5  removal  efficiency 
will  be  lower  than  actual  efficiency  if  the  in¬ 
fluent  BOD5  measureinents  are  Inhibited  by 
toxic  effects.  The  problem  can  be  overcome 
by  consideration  of  TOC  or  COD., 

COD  has  been  made  a  limiting  parameter 
in  this  regulation.  The  incorporation  of  both 
COO  and  B(X>S  helps  to  avoid  the  very  prob¬ 
lem  that  the  commenter  has  pointed  out. 

36.  Dependence  upon  flow  as  an  effluent 
guideline  is  questionable  because  of  vary¬ 
ing  amounts  of  water  required  by  different 
processes,  by  geognq>hlcal  location  and  by 
differing  plant  age. 

These  limitations  were  not  established  on 
the  basis  of  flow  determinations.  Flow  was 
incorpmated  in  the  calculation  of  cost  of 
treatment  and  econmnic  analysis  but  Is  not 
restricted  by  the  limitations.  The  limita¬ 
tions  are  based  on  mass  discharges  achieved 
by  plants  which  Include  model  treatment 
systems.  - 
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Statutes,  is  designed  to  assist  industry 
and  the  public  with  their  recordkeeping 
obligations. 
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and  products  affected  by  Federal  record 
retention  requirements. 
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